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The Ameritech Operating Companiesl hereby submit these comments in

the above-captioned docket. On January 29,1993, the Commission released a

Notice of Inquiry ("NOI") seeking information on how to best implement Section

17 of the Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992.2

Section 17 of the Cable Act requires that the Commission issue a report to

Congress specifying the means by which it intends to ensure compatibility of

consumer electronics equipment with cable systems, and to thereafter

promulgate the appropriate rules.3

The NOI raises several compatibility issues, including ~.alia,what

should be the criteria for defining "cable ready" equipment, what problems exist

with today's technology that limit the operation of advanced features on

consumer electronics equipment, what restrictions should be placed on the

methods used by cable companies to encrypt or scramble their signals, and what

1 The Ameritech Operating Companies are: Illinois Bell Telephone Company, Indiana
Bell Telephone, Incorporated, Michigan Bell Telephone Company, The Ohio Bell Telephone
Company, and Wisconsin Bell, Inc., collectively referred to herein as the "Companies."

2 Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992, Pub. L. No. 102­
358 ("1992 Cable Act").

3 NOIat13.



measures should the Commission take to assure the compatibility of commercial

remote control units with TV-top converters. As a literal reading of the 1992

Cable Act might suggest, the Commission appropriately framed the issues in the

NOI to primarily focus on balancing the consumer interests in advanced

electronics equipment functionality with the security interest of the cable

operators. However, with the emergence of video dialtone on the horizon, the

Commission should also consider what impact their rules might have on this

embryonic service.

Ensuring that any proposed rules do not hamper the development of

video dialtone -- either by limiting possible video dialtone technologies or by

making video dialtone prohibitively expensive -- should be an overriding

objective of the Commission in this proceeding. A major goal of Congress in

passing the 1992 Cable Act was to facilitate the development of competition in

the cable industry.4 Video dialtone has the potential to be an important

competitive alternative to traditional cable service, but its potential will not be

realized if rules are adopted that mandate a particular technology or that

dramatically increase the costs of video dialtone. It is vitally important to

consumers and to the future evolution of the cable industry that the

Commission's rules foster the development of video dialtone.

With respect to standards for digital compression, encryption, and

customer/network interfaces, the Companies strongly urge the Commission to

defer to industry associations for the development of such standards. The

industry will be best served by standards that do not limit the use of different

technologies for delivery of video dialtone services. Industry-developed

standards will reflect the input of all industry participants, as well as the

4 1992 Cable Act, Findings 2,4 and 5.
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expertise of those most familiar with the technical issues. Consequently, the final

standards are more likely to achieve the goals of Congress and not simply protect

those players with a vested interest in the status quo.

For example, industry standards for the digital compression of video

signals are already well underway. The International Standards Organization

("ISO") has completed a standard for MPEG-I5, and work is now underway for

MPEG-II6. Use of such standards will help assure compatibility with equipment

manufactured both here and abroad.

Another important issue is that of interface devices. The rules should

consider the deployment of several different interface devices that reflect the

different technologies that may be employed in delivering cable services,

including Asymmetric Digital Subscriber Line ("ADSL"), coaxial, fiber and

microcell radio. Development of delivery-dependent interfaces could still ensure

a common interface output format, which in turn would foster further advanced

functionalities for consumer electronics equipment for video storage and display.

The standards development work needed for common interfaces properly

resides in industry forums such as the Exchange Carriers Standards Association­

sponsored Committee TIE1.4, which is currently developing an interface

standard for ADSL.

Similarly, in examining the various alternatives for preventing theft and

unauthorized reception of service, the Commission should not dictate a

particular technology. No technology can offer total security from pilferage, and

each carries different investment and maintenance costs. For start-up companies

5 Motion Picture Expert Group-I supports digital video compression onto facilities
capable of speeds up to l.2Mbps.

6 MPEG-II supports digital video compression onto facilities capable of speeds from
1.5Mbps to lOMbps.
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attempting to break into the video-delivery market the cost of deploying a

specific security technology, such as interdiction,7 could be prohibitive. The

Commission should adopt reasonable rules that do not hamper the "new

entrants" in the video market.

In conclusion, the Companies urge the Commission to be cognizant of the

impact of this proceeding on the development of video dialtone as a viable

alternative to existing cable service. To ensure that the Congressional goal of

increasing competition in the delivery of video services is accomplished, the

Commission's report and rules, should be designed to maximize the availability

of new services. One way of doing this is to allow the trade associations to

establish the appropriate standards. This procedure is preferable to allowing

entrenched players to dictate the outcome on these important issues.

Respectfully submitted,

~Ra~
Floyd S. Keene CZ:lV
Pamela J. Andrews
Attorneys for the
Ameritech Operating Companies

Room4H74
2000 West Ameritech Center Drive
Hoffman Estates, IL 60196-1025
(708) 248-6082

Dated: March 22, 1993

7 Current estimates range as high as $2~$300 per customer.
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